Consequences of suburban sprawl have challenged traditional suburban developments in terms of sustainability and quality of life. As an alternative approach, the smart growth movement emphasizes the reuse of existing resources in already urbanized areas in a metropolitan area. Therefore, in addition to central cities, the revitalization of inner ring suburbs should also be a major emphasis of planners and policy makers when considering metropolitan smart growth strategies. Current metropolitan trends of spatial decentralization may serve to increase the economic vulnerability of skipped-over inner ring suburbs since they have neither the centrality and attraction of the central cities nor the attractive residential environments of outer ring suburbs at the metropolitan fringe (Fitzgerald and
Consequences of suburban sprawl have challenged traditional suburban developments in terms of sustainability and quality of life. As an alternative approach, the smart growth movement emphasizes the reuse of existing resources in already urbanized areas in a metropolitan area. Therefore, in addition to central cities, the revitalization of inner ring suburbs should also be a major emphasis of planners and policy makers when considering metropolitan smart growth strategies.
Current metropolitan trends of spatial decentralization may serve to increase the economic vulnerability of skipped-over inner ring suburbs since they have neither the centrality and attraction of the central cities nor the attractive residential environments of outer ring suburbs at the metropolitan fringe (Fitzgerald and Leigh 2002; Hudnut 2003; Orfield 1997) . Orfield (1997) , in an early example, analyzed the process of poverty expansion from central city to suburb through a case study of the Twin Cities, Minneapolis-St. Paul. According to his analysis, poverty concentration within the city is reinforced with subsequent central city disinvestments and middle-class flight and ultimately spreads to the adjacent inner ring suburbs. Furthermore, recent "back-to-the-city" and "gentrification" trends, in reaction to negative externalities associated with extreme sprawl, are displacing traditional poverty populations and newly arriving immigrant populations from the central city. This, in turn, may increase the economic need and vulnerability of the inner ring suburbs. Sohmer and Lang (2001) pointed out that many metropolitan areas' downtowns are gaining population even while their central cities are experiencing overall population loss. Additional evidence of gentrification's resurgence can also be found in Wyly and Hammel's (1999) case studies of eight U.S. cities.
Should the decline of inner ring suburbs be elevated to the level of concern long held for declining central cities? Fishman's (2000) survey of research on U.S. metropolitan areas suggests that it should. His survey ranked the top trends identified by scholars shaping previous and future development of U.S. metropolitan areas. These include (1) increasing intrametropolitan disparity between declining central cities, inner ring suburbs, and the rest of the region; (2) continued separation between central cities and suburbs, hence, the need for regional coalition building; (3) change in household characteristics of metropolitan areas such as the aging of the baby boomer generation and shrinking household size; and (4) the continued poverty problem in central cities and adjacent inner ring suburbs.
Fishman's survey found agreement among urban scholars on the significance of central cities and inner ring suburbs to the strength of a metropolitan region. He concluded from his survey that the strategic location of inner ring suburbs, between the metropolitan center and urban fringe, can provide a new model of development that enhances the objectives of the smart growth movement. This movement seeks to redirect public investment into urbanized areas, thereby stemming urban sprawl at the edge of metropolitan areas. Furthermore, in their book, Economic Revitalization: Cases and Strategies for City and Suburb, Fitzgerald and Leigh (2002) suggested that economic development strategies that seek to promote equity and sustainability should emphasize inner ring suburbs.
In this article, we review the literature on metropolitan formation and the smart growth movement to critically assess how well it characterizes and explains the evolution of inner ring suburbs, as well as to emphasize the role of inner ring suburbs in metropolitan smart growth strategies. We next characterize the literature specifically focused on inner ring suburbs in terms of what it has to offer on defining such areas and describe the socioeconomic issues as well as policy prescriptions for such areas. After identifying the gaps in the literature, we offer a methodology for accurately defining inner ring suburbs and a suggested program of research that can help planners and policy makers more effectively address the socioeconomic needs of the inner ring suburbs as well as the broader goals of metropolitan smart growth.
SUBURBANIZATION AND EMERGENCE OF SUBURBAN RINGS
Most metropolitan regions experienced dramatic increases in suburbanization during the last quarter of a century. With respect to the causes of suburbanization, Bradbury, Downs, and Small (1982) identified "rising real income, greater use of cars and trucks, widespread desire for living in relatively new and low-density settlements, economic advantages of home ownership, and strongly entrenched tendencies for people to segregate themselves socio-economically and racially by neighborhoods" (p. 12). They offered six theories for understanding suburbanization and urban decline: disamenity avoidance, tax avoidance, positive attraction, economic evolution, biased policy, and demographic trends.
1 Mieszkowski and Mills (1993) discussed two contrasting theories of suburbanization: the natural evolution theory and the flight-from-blight theory. According to natural evolution theory, suburbanization is the result of rising income levels. Households with higher incomes will seek larger and newer houses that are constructed at the periphery of the metropolitan area, which in turn allows lower-income households to occupy the smaller and older houses left behind. In contrast, the flight-from-blight theory suggests that suburbanization results from the continual flight of middle-and higher-income groups to suburban areas to avoid the problems of central cities such as racial tensions, crime, high taxes, and low environmental quality.
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Suburbanization has also been attributed to government policies associated with land use controls, housing, and transportation (Bergstrom, Dorfman and Ihlandfeldt 1999; Duany, Plater-Zyberk, and Speck 2000; Katz 2002 ). In Fishman's survey (2000) of urban scholars, the three greatest influences judged to have shaped the U.S. metropolises were "the 1956 interstate highway acts and the dominance of the automobile," "federal housing administration mortgage financing and subdivision regulation," and "deindustrialization of central cities."
Of these three influences, other scholarship suggests it is the Interstate Highway Act of 1956 that has had the most significant impact on suburbanization (Duany, Plater-Zyberk, and Speck 2000; Jackson 1985) . With regard to housing policies, suburbanization has been most accelerated by federal subsidies and mortgage insurance for single-family housing (Arigoni 2001) .
During the past several decades, the significant suburbanization of U.S. metropolitan areas has transformed metropolitan spatial structure from monocentric to polycentric form (Garreau 1991; Giuliano and Small 1991; McMillen 1998) . Furthermore, suburban areas have been differentiated over time. While the traditional metropolitan structure is the dichotomous form of central city and suburbs, current metropolitan areas are more likely to show multiring polycentric structure with suburban rings and subcenters (see Diagrams A and B in Figure 1 ).
The diversity of suburban areas and the emergence of suburban rings can be attributed to the evolution of transportation systems. 3 The specific mode of transportation particularly associated with the development of the inner ring suburbs was that of private automobiles. The streetcar suburbs should be considered separate entities from inner ring suburbs. Before World War II, trolleys or electric rails were the dominant modes of transportation and, thus, the streetcar suburbs were established around train stations and relatively close to the core city. After World War II, private automobiles, with their greater convenience and enhanced mobility, increasingly took people to the inner ring suburbs. Then with the Interstate Highway Act of 1956, the inner ring suburbs were left behind as automobile-dependent suburban development accelerated and expanded, transforming the metropolitan region into diverse subareas of the central city, inner ring suburbs, outer ring suburbs, suburban subcenters, and exurbs that now exist at the beginning of the twenty-first century.
DEFINITION OF THE INNER RING SUBURBS
A concrete definition of inner ring suburbs is essential to analyze their socioeconomic conditions and to develop smart growth strategies that address their needs. There are, however, a confusing array of terms related to inner ring suburbs, including old suburbs (Persky and Kurban 2001) , inner suburbs (Bollens 1988; Jackson 1985 ; National Association of Home Builders [NAHB] 2002; Orfield 1997) , inner ring suburbs (Downs 1997; Drier 1996) , older inner ring suburbs (Bier and Post 2003) , sitcom suburbs (Hayden 2000) , post-World War II suburbs (Design Center for American Urban Landscape 1999; Lucy and Phillips 2000b; Seaver, Morrish, and Rapson 1998) , first suburbs (Puentes and Orfield 2002; Schwarz 2003) , first ring suburbs (Fishman 2000; Rokakis and Katz 2001) , and first tier suburbs (Hudnut 2003) .
The terminologies used by the authors above differ slightly from each other. Hudnut (2003) claims that inner ring suburbs, which he says occupy approximately 25 percent of metropolitan areas, are not defined by urban scholars. He suggests they be labeled "first tier suburbs." He considers this term relatively precise and neutral, and one that takes into account the timing of development as well as geographic location beyond the central city.
Other, more specific definitions have been offered. The Ohio First Suburbs Consortium (2004) Lucy and Phillips (2000b) defined inner ring suburbs as "middle-aged neighborhoods" that were built from 1945 to 1970 (p. 57). They argued that these neighborhoods are "ordinary singleuse residential-only subdivisions of the type constructed in every metropolitan area from the end of WWII through 1970" (p. 55) . We note that these definitions of inner ring suburbs are based on the specific time of suburban development. Schwarz (2003) makes a distinction between two types of inner ring suburbs: prewar suburbs and postwar suburbs. She argued that the prewar suburbs, developed in the mid-nineteenth to early twentieth century, tend to have a distinctive architecture, tree-lined streets, walkable commercial areas, and good accessibility to public transit, while the postwar suburbs, constructed rapidly to provide housing for the baby boom generation, tend to have homogeneous architecture and automobile-dependent neighborhoods (Schwarz 2003, 1) . Hayden (2000) asserted that the postwar suburbs were constructed by mass-produced housing development at great speed after World War II. Thomas (1998, 35) highlights the background of postwar suburban development. Noting that because relatively few homes were built during the Great Depression and World War II, American cities needed housing for returning veterans. A rapid supply of suburban homes was made possible by mass-housing builders and mortgage programs with low-interest rates provided by the Federal Housing Administration and Veterans Administration. 4 According to Teaford (1986, 100) , developers and builders produced more than 1.2 million dwelling units each year from 1947 to 1964.
Despite slight differences in how previous researchers define inner ring suburbs, our review of the literature indicates the general focus is on post-World War II suburbs and their issues of decline. Following the lead of prior research, we define inner ring suburbs as "the post-World War II suburbs constructed between 1950 and 1969 for which the primary mode of transportation access has been the automobile." We highlight the mode of transportation to ensure their distinction from the earlier-developed streetcar suburbs.
SUBURBAN SPRAWL AND ITS CONSEQUENCES
The fundamental consequence of uncontrolled suburbanization has been sprawl. The label sprawl implicitly treats suburbanization in terms of inefficiency, a value-laden term. Although a uniform definition of sprawl does not exist, the general consensus is that sprawl describes dispersed low-density, autodependent development. 5 During the past decade, the negative consequences of sprawl have been documented by a number of urban scholars. 6 Notably, Ewing, Pendall, and Chen (2002) explored sprawl's consequences on quality of life by analyzing eighty-three metropolitan areas in the United States. They concluded that sprawling metropolitan areas are more likely to have higher rates of driving and vehicle ownership, more ozone pollution, greater risk of fatal crashes, and depressed rates of walking and alternative transport use.
Despite extensive documentation of sprawl and its consequences, the impacts of sprawl and policy remedies for the central city and inner ring suburbs are not clear in the literature. Bergstrom, Dorfman, and Ihlandfeldt (1999) studied taxes, development regulation and incentives, and transportation policies, as well as sprawl and urban decay in the metropolitan Atlanta region and concluded that suburban-favored public policies cause sprawl as well as urban decay. Downs (1997) argued that growth patterns of U.S. metropolitan areas undermined fiscal strengths of the central cities and inner ring suburbs. A subsequent study by Downs (1999) , however, showed a different result. Using the central city's population change and an urban decline index based on several variables to measure the decline for 162 urbanized areas with more than 150,000 residents in 1990, he concluded there was no meaningful and significant statistical relationship between urban decline and suburban sprawl. Rather, he argued that the cause of urban decline is concentrated urban poverty or concentration of low-income households. While there has been extensive discussion of sprawl and its impact on central cities and suburbs in general, few researchers have examined the connection between sprawl and the decline of inner ring suburbs. Bier's (1998 Bier's ( , 2001 analysis of the cycle of housing movement considered the impact of outer edge new housing construction on central cities and old suburbs. He argued that the economic growth in metropolitan areas creates dynamic movements of population and business toward the outer edge of metropolitan areas, along with demands for newer and larger housing and cheaper land for business development. He concluded that the addition of newer and larger housing in the metropolitan fringe causes the abandonment of aged and obsolete housing in central cities and older suburbs. Furthermore, Bier, as well as Berry many years earlier, observed that abandonment will be greatest when new housing construction on the edge of metropolitan area exceeds the growth of households in the metropolitan area (Berry 1985; Bier 1998 Bier , 2001 ). Freilich (1999, 16) argued that one of the consequences of sprawl is deterioration of existing built-up areas such as cities and first and second ring suburbs. He concludes that sprawl causes the socioeconomic problems of built-up communities and deprives city and first ring and second ring suburban residents of opportunities and adequate services (Freilich 1999, 22) . Orfield (1997 Orfield ( , 2002 ) also explored the impact of suburban sprawl for the central city and inner ring suburbs and concluded that suburban sprawl deteriorates inner ring suburbs as well as central cities, widening regional socioeconomic inequality within metropolitan region. According to Jargowsky (2001) , sprawl is clearly correlated with concentrated poverty and regional inequality within metropolitan areas. He argued that sprawl produces affluent suburbs and leaves the poor geographically and socially isolated in central cities. His more recent analysis, using national data, provides some evidence of the increase of highpoverty tracts in older suburbs surrounding major central cities (Jargowsky 2003) .
RECENT TRENDS OF THE CENTRAL CITY REBOUND
The trends of "back to the city" and "gentrification," coined by Glass (1964) , have a long tradition in urban history. 7 Insight for this tradition can be gained from Van den Berg et al.'s (1982) concept of reurbanization as part of the dynamic process of urbanization. They identified four stages of urban development for the core, ring, and functional urban region (FUR): urbanization, suburbanization, desurbanization, and reurbanization. As shown in Figure 2 , we have adapted an original graph of different stages of urban development by Van den Berg et al. (1982, 38) to illustrate our basic concept of the urban development pattern differentiated by population change in the central city (the downtown and inner city), inner ring suburbs, outer ring suburbs, and metropolitan region.
While decentralization is still a dominant trend in U.S. metropolitan areas, the census of 2000 shows that many cities have experienced population growth and a reduction in poverty concentration with the back-tothe-city movement and gentrification in the 1990s. Wyly and Hammel (1999) provide significant empirical evidence of gentrification with the recent resurgence of inner-city capital investment from case studies of eight U.S. cities during the 1990s. They conclude that "when viewed at the level of the metropolitan region, gentrification remains confined to islands of renewal in seas of decay, but when the lens is focused on the urban core, it is clear that public officials now view some of the nation's most distressed public housing projects as islands of decay in seas of renewal" (Wyly and Hammel 1999, 761) . Gratz and Mintz (1998, 1-3) also argued that positive change and sustainable growth are occurring in many downtowns across the country. Hoffman (2003) examined the inner-city neighborhood in five major cities (New York, Boston, Chicago, Atlanta, and Los Angeles) and concluded that inner cities have experienced significant revitalizations in the 1990s. Sohmer and Lang (2001) observed emerging trends of downtown rebound with population growth in the 1990s. Since the U.S. Bureau of the Census does not provide an official boundary of a downtown, they used downtown boundaries mapped by the University of Pennsylvania for twenty-four U.S. central cities.
9 Analyzing the population growth of downtowns relative to their central cities and metropolitan statistical areas, they found that 75 percent were gaining population in the 1990s. They concluded that recent demographic trends and social-physical assets of downtowns are helping the downtowns rebound for two reasons. The first is the recent demographic trends of increases in the number of empty nesters, young professionals, and nontraditional households who are more likely to prefer downtown living. The second reason stems from the social-physical assets of downtowns including a sense of place as well as proximity to mass transit and jobs, cultural activities, and entertainment. Downtown dwellings can be preferable to suburban dwellings as continuing sprawl negates the amenities of suburban communities. Researchers argue that the negative externalities created by decentralization such as increased traffic congestion, lengthening commutes, and air pollutions are fueling the back-to-the-city movement Haughey 2001) . In particular, Haughey (2001) suggests three reasons for the back-to-the-city trend in the 1990s: (1) improved dwelling environment in American cities, (2) negative effects of sprawl such as traffic congestion and air pollution in suburbs, and (3) changes in demographics and lifestyles (the increases of single professionals, childless couples, empty nesters, and immigrants). Grogan and Proscio (2000, 3-8) also provide four trends to explain the recent central city rebound in America: (1) expanding grassroots revitalization efforts, (2) the rebirth of functioning private markets in former deteriorated areas, (3) dropping crime, and (4) the unshackling of inner-city life from the giant bureaucracies that once dictated everything.
Furthermore, the merits of suburban communities are eroding over time as they experience similar problems of increases of poverty and crime that once occurred only in central cities. Berube and Frey (2002) reported that suburban communities experienced significant increases of poverty population in the 1990s. At the same time, poverty was increasing in the older suburbs, while concentrated poverty in central cities decreased significantly in the 1990s (Jargowsky 2003; Kingsley and Pettit 2003; Lee 2004; Leigh and Lee 2004) .
Many urban scholars have observed that the trends of central city revitalization and gentrification are small relative to the continued strong decentralization that is occurring in U.S. metropolitan areas. While this may well be true, that many central cities across the county show positive signs for regeneration, reversing traditional population declines of the past several decades, is a phenomenon worthy of serious consideration.
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THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES ON SUBURBAN DECLINE
While the predominant focus has been on finding a solution for the decline of the central city, a growing number of researchers have turned their focus to the decline of suburbs and attendant problems (Bier 2001; Bollens 1988; Drier 1996; Fitzgerald and Leigh 2002; Hudnut 2003; Lee and Leigh 2003; Leigh and Lee 2004; Lucy and Phillips 2000a; Orfield 1997 Orfield , 2002 Persky, Sclar and Wiewel 1992; Puentes and Orfield 2002; Rusk 1999; Smith, Caris, and Wyly 2001) . These researchers agree that the inner ring suburbs may well be the most vulnerable areas within metropolitan regions. Until the early 1980s, suburban decline issues had been ignored because of the priorities for revitalization of the central city and inner-city neighborhoods. However, in his landmark book, Crabgrass Frontier, Kenneth Jackson (1985) called attention to decline in inner ring suburbs that were showing the same sociofiscal problems found in central cities: "The cycle of decline has recently caught up with the inner suburbs. Some . . . are prospering because of their extraordinary religious and racial diversity. Others, however, are already encountering fiscal, educational, racial, and housing crises as severe as those which troubled major cities in the 1960s and 1970s. In these aging areas, a stable tax base coupled with increased service costs necessitated by a more elderly and less affluent population have put heavy pressure on revenues" (p. 301). Bollens (1988) explored municipal decline and inequality in American suburban areas between 1960 and 1980, using a national sample of suburban cities. He found that suburban cities do not all have the same socioeconomic characteristics, and they are not affected equally by decentralization of population and employment. Suburban decline, Bollens concluded, is not simply due to spillover of lower-income residents from the central city but is also a function of the filtering-down process spreading to outer fringe suburban municipalities.
The most comprehensive exploration of suburban differentiation has been made by Orfield (1997) , who argues that inner ring suburbs decline even more rapidly than the central cities. His argument is based on the process of invasion and succession proposed in urban ecological theory. 10 When we assume that the metropolitan area has a concentric zone structure, the blighted inner-city neighborhoods spread into inner ring suburbs that are located between the inner city and outer ring suburbs in the metropolitan region. Given that the housing stocks and residential environments of the inner ring suburbs are not competitive enough with those of the outer ring suburbs, and the central cities have strong diverse attractions in terms of social, cultural, and recreational opportunities, the inner ring suburbs lack the resource to be competitive to both of those areas. The worst case is the possibility of deterioration of second ring, third ring, and possibly more suburbs in the future. Orfield (1997) provided some evidence of the spreading process of decline from the inner city to inner ring suburbs through his original case study of Minneapolis-Saint Paul. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD 1999) also supported Orfield's analyses, stating, "The challenges once concentrated in central cities have spread to some older and inner ring suburbs . . . that are facing such urban ills as crime, poverty, and population loss. The challenges are not restricted to one or two regions of the country but are national in scope" (p. iii).
Orfield (2002) extended his case study research to include geographically diverse metropolitan areas: Atlanta, Chicago, Denver, Minneapolis-St. Paul, San Francisco, and New York. Through cluster analyses using demographic, economic, and housing measures at the municipality level between 1993 and 1998, he identified six suburban community types: at-risk segregated suburbs, at-risk low-density suburbs, bedroomdeveloping suburbs, affluent job center suburbs, and very affluent job center suburbs. His analyses showed that many old suburbs fall into at-risk suburbs containing 40 percent of metropolitan population. He concluded as follows: "The myth of urban deterioration and suburban prosperity suggests that social and economic decline stops neatly at the borders of central cities. Nothing could be father from the truth. Once poverty and social instability permeate communities just outside the central city and begin to grow in older satellite cities, decline accelerates and intensifies" (p. 35). Lucy and Phillips (1995 , 2000a , 2000b ) have also provided evidence on the decline of inner ring suburbs. In conventional theory of neighborhood change, it is argued that the residents of aging neighborhoods in the inner ring suburbs will suffer relative income declines when compared with the incomes of the residents in outer ring suburbs. Lucy and Phillips (2000b, 57) found that an income decline in suburbs occurred as often in areas dominated by middle-age housing built between 1945 and 1970, as it did in neighborhoods with older housing built before 1945. Also observing that some older neighborhoods are still thriving, they concluded that "suburban decline usually occurs where there are large number of small houses with little aesthetic charm, where the houses are located in inconvenient settings, where there are few public amenities, and where there often are no alternatives to automobile transportation" (p. 57). Lucy and Phillips (2001) explored the patterns of growth and decline, in terms of population change between 1990 and 2000, for the suburbs of the thirtyfive largest metropolitan regions. They observed that declining suburbs were predominantly located in slowgrowing metropolitan regions found in the Midwest and Northeast. They also suggested that declining suburbs were found throughout the metropolitan region and not necessarily adjacent to central cities, thereby confirming Bollens's (1988) conclusion discussed earlier. More recently, Hoffman (2003, 252) observed that urban problems that once were pervasive in the inner city are moving further out to the inner belt suburbs, small cities, and towns outlying the central city.
Kotkin (2001) also examined several older suburbs in the fast-growing regions of the South and West. He observed that many older suburbs are thriving and evolving into ethnically diverse cities in these areas. He argues that immigrants' moving into older suburbs is not a sign of decline but instead is a reflection of a renewal of middle-class aspirations. Thus, Kotkin (2000 Kotkin ( , 2001 claims older suburbs are emerging melting pots: they are generating new economies for the twenty-first century, just as central cities did for the twentieth century.
Research to date, in general, suggests that older suburbs show declining symptoms similar to those that occurred in central cities during the past several decades. In assessing what factors have led to the decline of old suburbs, the conventional suburban decline theory has emphasized the human ecological perspective in terms of "who moves in" and "who moves out." However, Smith, Caris, and Wyly (2001) challenged the conventional suburban decline theory by providing the "suburban (older suburbs) disinvestments theory." Focusing on suburban disinvestments in housing and land markets with discrimination and uneven development in Camden County, New Jersey, they provided empirical evidence of suburban disinvestments to explain the decline of older suburbs.
Hudnut (2003) has also studied first tier suburbs and found that many older suburbs across the country are experiencing population decline, tax-base loss, aging infrastructure, and increasing poverty. He pointed out that disinvestment is one of the critical issues in America's first tier suburbs. He examined the process of disinvestments in the inner ring suburbs across the central city and outer ring suburbs in the Cleveland metropolitan area. He identified five state policies that favor peripheral development or central city revitalization over inner ring suburbs: (1) direct subsidies for new highways in undeveloped areas; (2) indirect subsidies to expand utilities in peripheral communities by utility fees of inner ring suburban residents; (3) state tax abatement incentives in the exurbs as well as the more urban areas; (4) a small amount of subsidies for road maintenance, despite the large amount of gasoline taxes; and (5) a skewed state capital budget toward traditional urban centers (Hudnut 2003, 53-56) .
Two major federal programs that promote neighborhood revitalization efforts of the kind that are needed in inner ring suburbs are the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and Housing Opportunities for People Everywhere VI (HOPE VI).
11 Eligible communities for CDBG are central cities of metropolitan statistical areas, other metropolitan cities with population 50,000 or more, and qualified urban counties with population of at least 200,000. The CDBG funds, however, were targeted on the low-income neighborhoods in the inner cities over low-to moderate-income suburban neighborhoods. "CDBG and other urban development funding rules thwart older, built-out suburbs' efforts to maintain their middle-class neighborhoods. Income based guidelines for CDBG funding, empowerment zones, and other federal assistance programs restrict spending to low-moderate income groups and slum and blight conditions" (Hudnut 2003, 85) .
On the other hand, the HOPE VI program has been aimed at relieving severely distressed public housing. Most inner ring suburbs, therefore, are not eligible for HOPE VI grants because they usually are single-family residential neighborhoods. According to Hudnut (2003) , only a few of the first tier suburbs were funded by the HOPE VI program. 12 Thus, two of the most important resources for improving the living conditions of low-income households have been geographically limited to blighted areas in the central cities.
METROPOLITAN SMART GROWTH STRATEGIES
The definitions of smart growth are broad and varied (see Table 1 ). According to O'Neill (2000, 1), Los Angeles city council candidate Ryan Snyder may have been the coiner of the term smart growth in 1988. 13 Arigoni (2001) defined smart growth as "new policies and practices that, as a package, provide better housing, transportation, economic expansion, and environmental outcomes than do traditional approaches to development" (p. 1). Nelson (2001) also defined smart growth as "a set of policies designed to achieve five goals: (1) preservation of public goods; (2) minimization of adverse land use interactions and maximization of positive ones; (3) minimization of public fiscal costs; (4) maximization of social equity; and (5), very broadly, maximization of quality of life" (p. 1).
Thus far, smart growth is a term that describes movements to control the negative impacts of sprawl and provide alternative ways for future growth.
It should be noted that the concept of smart growth does not designate a new paradigm. indicated that smart growth has its root in the land preservation movement. Richmond (2000) pointed out that concepts of smart growth have been repackaged over time from "carrying capacity" (1970s), to "growth management" (1980s), and to "sustainable development" (1990s) (p. 13). Downs (2001) identified fourteen elements of smart growth and surveyed the extent of agreement about them among four different groups (anti-or slowgrowth advocates and environmentalists, pro-growth advocates, inner city advocates, better-growth advocates). While he concluded that smart growth has different conceptions among the groups, he found general agreement about four elements of smart growth: (1) preserving open space and protecting the quality of the environment, (2) redeveloping inner core areas and developing infill sites, (3) removing barriers to urban design innovation in both cities and new suburbs, and (4) creating a greater sense of community.
This article compared smart-growth principles and strategies that appeared in the planning literature "Smart growth as a set of policies designed to achieve five goals: (1) preservation of public goods; (2) minimization of adverse land use interactions and maximization of positive ones; (3) minimization of public fiscal costs; (4) maximization of social equity; and (5), very broadly, maximization of quality of life." Arigoni (2001, 9) "Smart growth is new policies and practices that, as a package, provide better housing, transportation, economic expansion, and environmental outcomes than do traditional approaches to development." National Association of Home Builders (2002, 2) "Smart growth means meeting the underlying demand for housing created by an everincreasing population and prosperous economy by building political consensus and employing market-sensitive and innovative land use planning concepts. . . . At the same time, smart growth means meeting that housing demand in 'smarter' ways by planning for and building to higher densities, preserving meaningful open space and protecting environmentally sensitive areas." Beck, Kolankiewicz, and Camarota (2003, 92) Smart growth is "the use of a variety of land-use, planning, statutory, regulatory and other tools to reduce haphazard, low-density, and poorly planned development in a given region." Litman (2003, 5-7) "Smart growth refers to development principles and planning practices that result in more efficient land use and transportation patterns," and "smart growth involves village with mixed commercial and medium-density residential development, and transportation systems that balance walking, cycling, driving, and public transit." Smart Growth
America (2003) "Smart growth is well-planned development that protects open space and farmland, revitalizes communities, keeps housing affordable and provides more transportation choices." Vermont Forum on Sprawl (2003) "Smart growth is growth that fosters economic vitality in community centers while maintaining the rural working landscape." Environmental Protection
Agency (2003) "Smart growth is development that serves the economy, the community, and the environment (It changes the terms of the development debate away from the traditional growth/no growth question to 'how and where should new development be accommodated')."
urbanized areas with infill development and redevelopment, as well as on revitalization strategies for protecting open space at the fringe. The NAHB (2002) is one of the groups to emphasize "revitalizing older suburban and inner city markets" as a smart growth principle. It conducted a survey on housing choice and smart growth with a 2000 household sample that was derived from a national panel of households maintained by National Family Opinion (NFO). One of the survey questions asked what are alternative ways to meet housing needs in the future. As can be seen in Table 2 , "building new homes in the central city or inner ring suburbs" was a close second to "building new homes in existing, partially developed suburban areas." This survey result indicated that inner ring suburbs can be potential candidates for supplying housing to accommodate future growth of metropolitan region.
Thus far, the literature on smart growth confirms that revitalizing established communities is a critical component for proponents of smart growth. In particular, Hudnut described the inner ring suburbs as metropolitan pivot points. He argued that many stressed old suburbs need "urban acupuncture" to revitalize their neighborhoods and prevent further loss to outer tier suburbs:
14 "If the inner ring communities survive, they will have a huge impact on both the center city and the suburbs out in the second, third, and fourth tiers. And if the first tier does not reinvent itself, 30 or 40 years from now, many of today's younger second and third tiers of suburbs may find themselves in the same leaky boat" (Hudnut 2003, 41) .
Affordable housing is also a critical element for smart growth. Many suburban areas restrict affordable housing in their jurisdictions through exclusionary zoning, while central cities' housing prices can be out of reach for low-to moderate-income households. Therefore, there is an increasing need for revitalization strategies for the central city and inner suburbs to specifically address housing affordability for low-to moderate-income households. Hudnut (2003) pointed out the potential advantage inner ring suburbs offer for alleviating the affordable housing crisis: "The affordable housing crisis offers first tier suburbs an opportunity to promote aggressively the development of workforce housing and mixed-income communities . . . located as they are, halfway to everywhere, it makes sense for first tier suburbs to capitalize on their geographical advantage by providing a broad spectrum of housing choices for a range of incomes, combining the benefits of affordability with better proximity to jobs for low-and moderate-income workers" (Hudnut 2003, 263-64) .
LIMITATION OF EXISTING LITERATURE AND FUTURE RESEARCH NEEDS
A number of researchers have addressed the decline of suburbs and problems arising therefrom. However, there is still a slim body of research on inner ring suburbs, specifically, and their role in metropolitan smartgrowth strategies. The critical limitations of the existing literature and need for further research are as follows.
Multiring Polycentric Metropolitan Structure
A primary limitation of the existing research is its analytic reliance on a dichotomous structure of centralcity suburbs. This traditional approach was based on a metropolitan region with a monocentric structure (see Diagram A in Figure 1 ). Metropolitan regions, however, have evolved into diverse areas that include the downtown, inner city, inner ring suburbs, outer ring suburbs, and suburban subcenters. This evolution is not reflected in the official definition of central city and suburbs, thus the data produced from this definition are not appropriate to analyze the metropolitan structure and its suburban rings and subcenters.
We argue here for a new approach that takes into account suburban differentiation as well as polycentric form (see Diagram B in Figure 1 ). In this approach, the metropolitan region is treated as an interactive system of downtown, inner city, inner ring suburbs, outer ring suburbs, subcenters, and exurbs (Leigh and Lee 2004 ). Inner ring suburbs should be understood as separate entities within the context of the whole system of a metropolitan region. Therefore, planners, urban scholars, and policy makers need to consider and develop different strategies in support of smart growth for each subarea (i.e., downtown, inner city, inner ring suburbs, outer ring suburbs, and subcenters), as well as the metropolitan region as a whole.
Identification of Inner Ring Suburbs
The existing literature fails to provide a methodological technique with which to identify the geographic boundaries of inner ring suburbs. Most prior research has simply assumed that suburban areas were "the portion of the metropolitan area located outside of the central city" that is provided by the Office of Management and Budget (U.S. Department of Commerce 1994). However, because most central cities in the country have expanded their territory through annexations (Baldassare 1986) , the distinction between central city and suburb is muddied. In other words, a certain portion of suburban areas has already been included in the official territory of central cities. Furthermore, treating the suburban area as a monolithic portion outside the central city, as Persky and Wiewel (2000) observe, means there is a statistical average used for all suburbs outside the officially defined central city that could produce misleading results. Downs (1997) simply defined inner ring suburbs as "legally separate communities immediately adjacent to, and contiguous with, the central city of a metropolitan area" (p. 359). Orfield (1997) provided a map of subareas such as central cities, inner ring suburbs, middeveloping suburbs, east-developing suburbs, and southern and western developing suburbs for Minneapolis and Saint Paul metropolitan regions. While this map considers diverse suburban areas, it was created based on a municipality boundary of city or county. Persky and Kurban (2001) also identified older suburbs, middle suburbs, new suburbs, and satellites using municipal boundaries for the metropolitan Chicago area. The problem of these approaches, however, is that county and municipal boundaries are too crude to identify inner ring suburbs. Puentes and Orfield (2002) have discussed the limitations of several methods for identifying inner ring suburbs, including distance from the central city, adjacency to the central city, age of suburbs, age of housing, and urban counties. The distance from the central city or adjacency to the central city is not useful because the size and growth patterns of metropolitan areas are varied, as is the level of jurisdictions adjacent to the central city. They also argued that it is difficult to measure age of suburbs or age of housing to use in identifying inner ring suburbs.
The inner ring suburbs, however, need to be identified by neighborhood geographies that may or may not correspond to jurisdictional boundaries and that are identifiable by time of development. While we have criticized the use of the census definition of suburbs as that portion of the metropolitan area beyond the central city, in fact, the U.S. census does contain a useful measure for defining inner ring suburbs because one of the primary characteristics of inner ring suburbs is the dominance and concentration of housing stocks built between 1950 and 1969. Thus, for future research, we suggest that inner ring suburbs can be defined as lowdensity, single-family residential suburban areas built between 1950 and 1969. Since the census of 2000 provides the number of housing units by built years (10-year interval), the number of residential housing units in each tract can be aggregated into four different time frames : pre-1949, 1950-69, 1970-89, and 1990-99 . We can then identify inner ring suburbs by both predominance level (relatively higher percentage) of 1950-69 housing stock in each tract and density and contour maps of 1950-69 housing stock created by Geographic Information Systems (GIS). To obtain a continuous boundary of the inner ring suburbs surrounding the inner city, aggregated residential housing units built between 1950 and 1969 can be converted to housing density and contour maps by the density calculation function of Spatial Analyst in GIS.
Model Development for the Growth and Decline of the Inner Ring Suburbs
Beyond defining inner ring suburbs, there is a critical need to develop a theoretical model as well as an empirical understanding of inner ring suburbs in order to address the contribution they make to metropolitan decline. We offer two concepts-the general decline model and the selective decline model. The general decline model helps to explain why the inner ring suburbs may be the most vulnerable areas within the metropolitan region. The traditional concept of neighborhood decline focused mainly on the inner city area within the central city. In contrast, a conceptual model for the general decline of inner ring suburbs is correlated with three critical trends in metropolitan areas: spillover of blight from inner cities into adjacent inner ring suburbs, back-to-the-city movements to the inner city and downtown that skip over inner ring suburbs, and continued decentralization to the outer ring suburbs.
The impact of blighted areas' spillover, however, is not likely to be uniform even in the inner ring suburbs. The empirical research by Lucy and Phillips (1995, 2000a) and Kotkin (2001) provided some evidence of thriving inner suburbs within major metropolitan areas. Thus, there is also a need for a selective decline model of inner ring suburbs. While there is no clear explanation in the literature for why they are thriving, Leinberger (1995) has insights that are useful for a selec-tive decline model of the inner ring suburbs. He observed the direction of spatial growth patterns from the central city to outer ring suburbs as occurring in a "favored quarter." 15 Orfield describes a favored quarter in the Minneapolis-St. Paul region as "the fertile crescent" that happened to receive 83 percent of all federal and state road investment in the 1980s in spite of holding only 27 percent of the region's population (Walljasper 2000) .
Essentially, the favored quarter of the metropolitan area receives most of the job growth and upper-income residential development. This means that inner ring suburbs within the favored quarter areas may not experience decline.
POLICY DISCUSSION FOR THE INNER RING SUBURBS
During the past several decades, significant numbers of policies, programs, and initiatives at the federal, state, regional, and local levels have been implemented to promote the revitalization of downtowns and inner cities. 16 In contrast, the inner ring suburbs have few tools available to counter decline as they often are not separate political, administrative jurisdictions that can qualify for state and federal monies targeted to deprived communities (Fitzgerald and Leigh 2002) . In essence, the inner ring suburbs have been a "policy blindspot" within metropolitan areas (Puentes and Orfield 2002) .
We conclude this article with a discussion of smart growth policies that can be targeted to the inner ring suburbs, distinguishing between the federal, state, regional, and local levels. Policies at the state and federal level may need to specifically direct public investments into inner ring suburbs in addition to downtowns and inner cities in order to curb sprawl on the metropolitan periphery. Although the socioeconomic conditions in the inner ring suburbs are still better than in the inner cities, a number of researchers have provided evidence of decline in the inner ring suburbs. The critical policy challenge is to prevent inner ring suburbs from deteriorating further. State and federal policies and investments are needed to solve inner ring suburb problems of aging housing stock, increasing poverty, deteriorating infrastructures, and low-quality school systems that the local level cannot solve alone. Consequently, to attract residents and redirect investment to the inner ring suburbs, it will be necessary to reallocate federal and state funds for new constructions of roads, schools, water, and sewer projects going to outer ring suburbs to the inner ring suburbs if additional funds are not available.
An argument for redirecting public funds to within the metropolitan area away from the expanding edge can, of course, be made to support the smart growth goal of sprawl containment. An argument for renewing investment in deteriorating inner ring suburbs can also be made on efficiency grounds. The efficiency of such investment over that in greenfield developments comes from the fact that it extends the life of previous social and economic investments in the form of "existing infrastructure, a large labor force, proximity to downtowns, local entrepreneurs, and the enduring advantages of density" (Wiewel and Persky 1994, 473) . Likewise, investment in housing redevelopment in the inner ring suburbs is an efficient use of established physical and social infrastructures. An analysis of housing construction costs in the Chicago region by the Center for Neighborhood Technology found that the marginal infrastructure cost of housing development in the inner ring suburbs was six times lower than that in greenfield areas (Progressive Policy Institute 2004) .
Statewide (or regional) growth management programs and urban containment policies should be considered for strengthening established neighborhoods such as those found in the inner ring suburbs (Calthorpe and Fulton 2001; Dawkins and Nelson 2003; Freilich 1999; Johnson 2001; Orfield 1997 Orfield , 2002 Powell 2000; Rusk 1993 Rusk , 1999 . While there are no specific empirical studies examining the effect of growth management on the revitalization of inner ring suburbs, Johnson (2001, 719) has argued that growth management policies such as an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) can help to encourage infill development in inner ring suburbs. Freilich (1999, 7) suggests an "Urbanizing Tier System" (UTS) as a more sophisticated application of the UGB approach that was developed in Ramapo from the 1960s. 17 Since the UTS concept considers the timing and sequence in urban development, the planning area can be separated into several tiers by geographic location and functions. Freilich (1999, 7-8) provides the typical tier system that can be applied for metropolitan areas: Tier 1 (central city), Tier 2 (first or second ring of builtup suburbs), Tier 3 (active growth areas), and Tier 4 (rural and agricultural preservation areas). He emphasized the development of different policies and strategies for different tiers. The UTS approach can be a more effective tool for the inner ring suburbs than the UGB in that it requires different policy applications for each subarea.
Other approaches related to (although not necessarily originating in) the smart-growth movement, such as fair-share housing and the regional tax-sharing program, can be useful for revitalizing the inner ring sub-urbs. Powell (2000) noted the problem of unfair distributions of public resources between older inner ring suburbs and outer ring suburbs, stating, "One of the problems facing central cities and older, inner ring suburbs is the constant pulling of resources away from the region's core toward the outer edges of the metropolitan area" and "it is not just the population exodus from the urban core that makes this problems so difficult to remedy; it is the removal of resources from the core and the subsequent refusal of the suburbs to share, or fairly distribute, the benefits" (pp. 218-19) .
With the out-migration of people and jobs to the outer ring suburbs, the inner cities and inner ring suburbs have declining tax bases that makes it difficult to provide basic public services for their residents. Walljasper (2000) argued that the tax-base sharing program in the Minneapolis-St. Paul region has prevented the inner cities and inner ring suburbs from further deterioration by insuring an adequate level of public services. The tax-base sharing program, therefore, can provide significant incentives for revitalization efforts in the inner ring suburban. Orfield (2002, 107) showed that a tax-base sharing program reduced local taxbased disparities by 20 percent in the Twin Cities.
Local-and community-based initiatives for revitalization can be extremely important to inner ring suburban neighborhoods. The historic lessons from planning practices applied in the inner cities show that government-oriented urban policies have limitations for improving socioeconomic conditions in the urban neighborhoods. After examining the successful revitalizations in the blighted neighborhoods, Hoffman (2003) concluded that locally based community organizations and smaller scale public-private partnerships played vital roles for revitalization of the inner city. Birch (2002) also emphasized the importance of publicprivate partnership in the downtown revitalization efforts.
Of the few public-private partnerships for inner ring suburban revitalization, the best example of local government-led advocacy organization is the First Suburbs Consortium (FSC) in Ohio. 18 The FSC was established in the Cleveland, Columbus, and Cincinnati areas to redirect public investments into the first suburbs to renovate aging housing stock and to revitalize deteriorated commercial districts. To renovate deteriorated housing stock, for example, the Cleveland FSC provides the Home Enhancement Loan Program (HELP) as a form of public-private partnership in which residents of the first suburbs are able to remodel their houses at cheaper interest rates (Rokakis and Katz 2001 The planning tool of "overlay district zoning" can be applied for revitalizing unincorporated inner ring suburban neighborhoods (Fitzgerald and Leigh 2002, 151-60) . Since 1994, the overlay district has been successfully practiced in Sandy Springs, an unincorporated older suburban community in metropolitan Atlanta, to revitalize main streets and older commercial strips. Through their case study of Sandy Spring, Fitzgerald and Leigh (2002) showed that the overlay district zoning is an effective planning tool to revitalize the inner ring suburbs. They also emphasized that consensus building among residents, property owners, and business owners was the crucial factor in the successful implementation of overlay district zoning in the Sandy Spring revitalization efforts.
The Location Efficient Mortgage (LEM) program developed by the Center for Neighborhood Technology and the Fannie Mae Foundation also should be considered as an alternative strategy for the revitalization of inner ring suburbs that have great accessibilities to mass transits (Hudnut 2003, 234) . 21 The successful implementation of policies for strengthening inner ring suburbs will occur within the context of "Metropolitics," or urban and suburban politics (Orfield 1997 (Orfield , 2002 . Historically, the inner-city neighborhoods have been political minorities and have been limited in the ability to redirect public investments on the metropolitan periphery into the built-up areas. According to the American Land Institute's study, however, the population of the inner ring suburbs, outer low-tax capacity suburbs, and the central cities roughly holds 60 to 75 percent of total population in every metropolitan area across the country (Richmond 2000, 21) .
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Although the political barriers are significant for the coalitions between inner ring suburbs and central cities, these coalition efforts may cause state legislators to consider reinvestments into built-up areas such as the inner ring suburbs and inner cities in the metropolitan areas.
In the end, as Hudnut (2003) observes, the inner ring suburbs are "regional pivot points, centrally located in the metropolitan mosaic, halfway to everywhere. If they allow deterioration to continue, it will gradually infect other nodes of development in the region. But if they can stem the flight of blight by becoming stronger and healthier through the practice of urban acupuncture, if public policies can focus resources on their redevelopment, they will become brighter lights on the regional horizon and show others how renewal can be accomplished" (p. 419). NOTES 1. Disamenity avoidance theory indicates that residents and firms shift into suburbs to avoid inner-city disamenities such as crime, air pollution, and traffic congestion. Tax avoidance theory suggests that households and firms move into suburbs to avoid the tax burdens of central cities. Positive attraction theory suggests that the migration of residents is related to residents' preferences for low-density living, bigger houses, or economic opportunities. Economic evolution theory relates to the cycle of firms: the central city offers advantages that aid in the development of new firms, and these firms move into suburbs to take advantage of cheaper land and labor. Biased policy theory argues that public policies cause suburbanization and the decline of central cities. Finally, demographic trend theory asserts that demographic trends and characteristics cause the suburbanization and urban decline (Bradbury, Downs, and Small 1982, 12) .
2. The flight-from-blight theory is basically derived from Tiebout's public choice theory of "voting with the feet" (1956).
13. "In an article that appeared in the Los Angeles Times on November 20, 1988, Los Angeles city council candidate Ryan Snyder explained that he opposes slow growth because it unfairly shifts the development burden from one community to another. Rather, Snyder announced, 'I'm for smart growth'" (O'Neill 2000, 1).
14. Hudnut (2003, 66) notifies that the phrase [urban acupuncture] was coined by the mayor of Curitiba, Brazil, Jaime Lerner.
15. The concept of favored quarter area is basically based on the urban sectoral model by Hoyt (1939) who emphasized the axial growth patterns of upper-income households from the Central Business District modifying Burgess's (1925) concentric urban growth model.
16. The federal initiatives include programs such as "Model Cities, the Office of Economic Opportunity, the CDBG Program, Urban Development Action Grants, Empowerment Zone, and HOPE VI" (Persky and Wiewel 2000, 124) .
17. The concept of "Urbanizing Tiers System" has been implemented in several cities, counties, and states across the country (Freilich 1999, 107-238) .
18. Orfield (2002, 175) 21. The Location Efficient Mortgage (LEM) is one of transit supportive home loans that provide financial incentives for home owners who want to live in the neighborhood near transit stations (Krizek 2003) . The LEM is available in Seattle, San Francisco, Los Angeles, and Chicago. See official Web sites for location efficient mortgage, http:// www.locationefficiency.com (accessed on July 7, 2004) .
22. Hence, the outer high-tax capacity suburbs or prosperous suburbs hold 25 to 40 percent of the population.
